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DETAILED ACTION: Final Rejection 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed November 20, 2006, have been folly considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's arguments, specifically on page 
7 of the Remarks, regarding the prior art reference Bajpai as not teaching distinguishing contexts 
that are predefined sets of knowledge representations. The decision nodes disclosed on page 7 in 
lines 1-16 in Bajpai are interpreted as knowledge representations because they contain 
information representing a decision to be made regarding a context. A context may, for example, 
be related to system performance, such as the status of a digital data processor. The decision 
nodes are interpreted as predefined because they have already been established before being 
traversed by an expert system. Therefore, the referenced decision nodes disclosed in Bajpai are 
interpreted as predefined sets of knowledge representations. Further, the language of 
"distinguishes contexts that are predefined sets of knowledge representations" is extremely 
vague. A context and a knowledge representation are not claimed in a manner as to specifically 
define what either consists of 

2. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., system and 
program performance contexts, as described on page 7 of the Applicant's Remarks) are not 
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recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bajpai (WO 
97/15009). 

As in claim 12, Bajpai discloses an interface module with expertise functionality for 
evaluating problems in a main computer system that executes an application, wherein the 
inference module is adapted to process problem related data with knowledge representations to 
identify solutions and the inference module distinguishes problem related data in context classes 
(Figs. 1 and 5; page 7 lines 1-16, and pages 9 and 10, where local processor system 10 is 
interpreted as a main system and remote processor system 12 is interpreted as an interface 
module, where the decision nodes are interpreted as context classes), wherein the context classes 
are predefined sets of knowledge representations (Fig. 3; page 7 lines I -16, where the decision 
nodes are interpreted as predefined sets of knowledge representations). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-8 and 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bajpai in view of Aslanian et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,1 1 1,384). 

As in claim 1, Bajpai teaches of a computer system comprising: 

a main system that executes an application in cooperation with a human user (Figs. 1 and 
2; page 5 lines 3-5, where processor 10 is interpreted as a main system); 

an auxiliary system to evaluate problems in the main system using a service module to 
collect problem related data from the main system (Figs. 1 and 5; page 9 line 22 and page 10 
lines 17-21, remote processor 12), wherein the auxiliary system determines a context of the 
evaluated problems (Fig. 3; page 7 lines 1-16, where the decision nodes are interpreted as 
contexts; page 10 lines 24-25); 

a knowledge module that stores the knowledge representations (Fig. 5 #s 58 and 60; page 
10 lines 1-2 and 24-27) and distinguishes contexts that are predefined sets of knowledge 
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representations (Fig. 3; page 7 lines 1-16, where the decision nodes are interpreted as 
predefined sets of knowledge representations); and 

an inference module that processes problem related data with knowledge representations 
to identify solutions (Fig. 5 #56; page 10 lines 24-27), wherein the inference module forwards 
the solutions through the service module to the main system (page 11 lines 15-16). 

However, Bajpai fails to teach of distinguishing versions of the main system. Aslanian et 
al. teaches of distinguishing versions of a main system (column 2 lines 29-43, column 3 lines 38- 
43, and column 8 lines 23-38). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the version distinguishing as taught by Aslanian et al. in the invention of 
Bajpai. This would have been obvious because the invention of Aslanian et al. offers a time and 
resource efficient means of utilizing an expert system and a knowledge representation base in 
order to solve a problem (column 1 lines 66-68). 

As in claim 2, Bajpai teaches the auxiliary system distinguishes context relating to the 
application (Fig. 3; page 7 lines 1-16). Aslanian et al. teaches versions relating to the 
application (column 2 lines 29-43, column 3 lines 38-43, and column 8 lines 23-38. It is 
interpreted that a fault brought about by the application will be remedied through distinguishing 
related context and versions). 

As in claim 3, Aslanian et al. teaches the auxiliary system distinguishes context and 
versions by using a check lexicon in the knowledge module (column 2 lines 29-43, column 3 
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lines 38-43, and column 8 lines 23-38 } where the knowledge base and object data structures are 
interpreted as a check lexicon). 

As in claim 4, Aslanian et al. teaches the check lexicon lists details for the knowledge 
representations, wherein the details depend on a version of the main system (column 8 lines 35- 
37). 

As in claim 5, Aslanian et al. teaches the check lexicon lists details for the knowledge 
representations, wherein the details depend on a version of the application (column 8 lines 23- 
29). 

As in claim 6, Aslanian et al teaches the check lexicon lists details for the knowledge 
representations, wherein the details depend on the context of the problem (column 8 lines 3-38). 

As in claim 7, Aslanian et al. teaches the check lexicon lists details for the knowledge 
representations that depend on a version of the main system (column 8 lines 35-37). 

As in claim 8, Aslanian et al. teaches the check lexicon uses parameters for versions and 
context (Fig. 3; column 8 lines 3-38). 

As in claim 10, Bajpai teaches the knowledge module distinguishes context with primary 
context and secondary context, wherein the secondary context is referenced from the primary 
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context (Fig. 3; page 7 lines 1-16, where the decision nodes are interpreted as contexts, a 
prior/parent node being a primary context and a child node being a secondary context). 

As in claim 11, Bajpai teaches the knowledge module makes knowledge representations 
selectively available or non-available according to a selected context (Fig. 3; page 7 lines 1-16, 
where the leaves of a decision tree not traversed in response to a "FALSE" evaluation are 
interpreted as being non-available). 

Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 

s 

Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul Contino whose telephone number is (571) 272-3657. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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